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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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Plaintiff alleges the following upon personal knowledge, or where there is not

23 personal knowledge, upon information and belief:
24
25
26
27
28
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INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF FACTS

1
2

1.

Defendant Google LLC (“Google”) is a corporate behemoth.

3

2.

One of the exploits Google uses to profit is a feature it calls G Suite.

4 Customers who have overpaid or have paid in advance more than they owe Google
5 for G Suite will have a credit balance owed to the customer.
6

3.

Chant Yedalian is a consumer protection attorney. As a result of prior

7 advance payment made by Mr. Yedalian to Google in connection with G Suite, as of
8 April 1, 2020 Mr. Yedalian has a $1,382.25 credit amount owed to him by Google.
9

4.

Mr. Yedalian has repeatedly demanded that Google return the

10 $1,382.25 owed him, but Google has repeatedly delayed, obstructed, and/or refused
11 to return the money.
12

5.

Not only does Google attempt to obstruct the return of monies owed to

13 customers like Mr. Yedalian, Google also erects roadblocks to minimize or hamper
14 a customer’s ability to communicate with Google representatives. In fact, one of
15 Google’s representatives expressly, and in writing, referred to Google’s conduct as
16 “roadblocks and hassle.”
17

6.

For example, when Mr. Yedalian telephoned Google’s customer center,

18 the automated message indicated that no one is answering phone calls. With Google
19 having disabled the ability to communicate by phone with a live person, Mr.
20 Yedalian was left with the following two options (both of which are only available if
21 a customer uses a password and logs into G Suite and uses that interface to
22 communicate while remaining logged in): (1) engage in an online chat session, or
23 (2) send an online message and await a response.

Mr. Yedalian engaged in an

24 online chat session with a Google Representative named Ronilo. After following
25 that representative’s remarks concerning linking and verifying a bank account to
26 which Mr. Yedalian’s funds could be transferred, Mr. Yedalian linked and verified
27 his bank account and then engaged in another and lengthy online chat session with
28 another Google Representative named Ursula. Instead of processing Mr. Yedalian’s
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1 return of monies owed him, Ursula claimed she would need to get another
2 representative to join the chat session to assist. After further delay, Mr. Yedalian
3 was informed that that other representative Ursula claimed would be necessary was
4 not available but Ursula promised that Mr. Yedalian would receive an email from a
5 Google representative to schedule a call with Mr. Yedalian. Instead of receiving an
6 email to schedule a call, Mr. Yedalian received an email from a Google
7 representative named Fabiola, without any phone number provided. In her email,
8 Fabiola claimed that in order for Mr. Yedalian to receive his monies, he would need
9 to log in to G Suite and delete the account: “To receive the refund you need to delete
10 the account first, otherwise, the request will be rejected.”

Fortunately, before

11 deleting the account that Fabiola claimed was required, Mr. Yedalian took a PDF
12 screen capture while on the G Suite site which expressly states “−$1,382.25 You
13 have a credit.” After Mr. Yedalian deleted the account, access to this Google page
14 showing the amount owed to him was no longer available for Mr. Yedalian to view.
15 After deleting the account, Mr. Yedalian promptly sent an email to Fabiola
16 informing her that he followed her deletion instructions. Fabiola ultimately replied
17 with an email claiming that “a copy of the bank statement or any other proof
18 showing the charges” would need to be provided. Mr. Yedalian responded by email
19 and provided Fabiola with a copy of the screen capture of Google’s own webpage
20 showing the “−$1,382.25 You have a credit” and again reiterated his demand for
21 the return of his monies owed him. When Mr. Yedalian persisted, Fabiola admitted
22 that, in addition seeing the screen capture page which Mr. Yedalian provided to her,
23 she also sees the same credit amount on her end on Google’s system: “I know you
24 have a credit, I believe you, I see it in your account too.”

Yet, despite these

25 admissions, Fabiola claimed the funds would not be paid to an already linked and
26 verified bank account, unless further documentation of “bank charges” were
27 provided. To recap: Fabiola had NOT initially requested any documentation but
28 instead required account deletion; Mr. Yedalian took and saved a PDF screenshot of
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1 Google’s own webpage showing the “−$1,382.25 You have a credit”; Mr. Yedalian
2 followed Fabiola’s deletion instructions and upon doing so could no longer access
3 Google’s webpage showing the credit owed him; after informing Fabiola that the
4 account was deleted, Fabiola then asserted a new claim that “a copy of the bank
5 statement or any other proof showing the charges” was required; Mr. Yedalian
6 provided to Fabiola a copy of the screen capture of Google’s own webpage showing
7 the “−$1,382.25 You have a credit” and Fabiola ultimately admitted to seeing the
8 credit amount on her end on Google’s system; yet, Fabiola then claimed that the
9 funds would not be returned unless further documentation of “bank charges” were
10 provided.

Mr. Yedalian then proceeded in his email messages to Fabiola to

11 repeatedly request that he communicate with Fabiola’s supervisor. Mr. Yedalian
12 also researched and located the name and email address of the head of Google’s
13 legal department, Christopher Lew Chin, and emailed Mr. Chin while continuing to
14 maintain the email chain with Fabiola and Fabiola as a recipient on the email sent to
15 Mr. Chin. Mr. Chin did not respond to any emails despite several additional follow16 up emails.

Instead, someone name Mario, “Team Manager and Supervisor at

17 Google Cloud” responded and ultimately acknowledged the “roadblocks and hassle”
18 that Google had already put Mr. Yedalian through. Despite repeated further emails
19 by Mr. Yedalian, the delays and obstructions continued. On some emails, Mario
20 would omit Mr. Chin from the email recipient list, while Mr. Yedalian would add
21 Mr. Chin’s email address and point out to Mario Mario’s removal of Mr. Chin’s
22 email.

As of April 24, 2020 when this Complaint was drafted, Mr. Chin never

23 responded to any of Mr. Yedalian’s emails. Nor as of April 24, 2020 has a single
24 Google representative made available any phone number to communicate with a live
25 representative concerning this matter.
26

7.

Google wrongfully profits and otherwise benefits when it is able to

27 block or delay the return of monies owed to customers. If it blocks the funds, it
28 wrongfully retains monies to which it is not entitled. If it delays the return of funds,
-4COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

1 it can profit by, for example, making interest on funds that do not belong to Google.
2 On the customer side, customers who are not able to receive their funds, either lose
3 their funds or suffer a delayed return of their funds, funds which they could be using
4 elsewhere, such as to earn interest. Even if Mr. Yedalian’s funds are ultimately
5 returned, Mr. Yedalian has been put through agony, loss of the timely use of his
6 funds, loss of lost interest on the funds, and many hours of time expended trying to
7 fight the corporate behemoth machine that is Google to recover his rightful funds.
8

8.

This lawsuit seeks redress, including a permanent injunction, which

9 among other things, bars Google from imposing unnecessary “roadblocks” to
10 prevent or delay the return of monies owed to Google customers.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

11
12

9.

Permanent injunctive relief is sought. This Court has jurisdiction over

13 this action pursuant to the California Constitution, Article VI, Section 10, which
14 grants the Superior Court “original jurisdiction” of this type of action.
15

10.

The full amount in controversy will be established according to proof at

11.

This Court has personal jurisdiction over all Defendants because

16 trial.
17

18 Google LLC is headquartered in California, all Defendants conduct business in
19 California, intentionally avail themselves of the markets and benefits of California
20 through their marketing and sales of the products and services at issue in California
21 so as to render the exercise of jurisdiction by this Court consistent with traditional
22 notions of fair play and substantial justice, and a substantial part of the acts and
23 omissions giving rise to the claims occurred within California and the County of Los
24 Angeles.
25

12.

This Court is the appropriate venue for this action because Defendants

26 have done and continue to do business in the County of Los Angeles, Defendants
27 have intentionally availed themselves of the markets within the County of Los
28 Angeles through the promotion, marketing, sale and distribution of their products
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1 and services within the County of Los Angeles, and this is a case in which a
2 substantial part of the transactions, acts and omissions giving rise to the claims
3 occurred within the County of Los Angeles, California.

PARTIES

4
5

13.

Plaintiff, Chant Yedalian, is and at all times relevant hereto was a

6 resident of the State of California, residing within Los Angeles County and City of
7 La Crescenta.
8

14.

Defendant Google LLC (d/b/a Google) (d/b/a G Suite) is a limited

9 liability company which is headquartered in and markets, offers and/or sells its
10 products and services throughout the State of California and otherwise does
11 substantial business in the State of California.
12

15.

At all times mentioned in this Complaint, Defendants and each of them

13 were the agents, employees, joint venturer, and or partners of each other and were
14 acting within the course and scope of such agency, employment, joint venturer and
15 or partnership relationship and or each of the Defendants ratified and or authorized
16 the conduct of each of the other Defendants.
17

16.

Plaintiff does not know the true names and capacities of defendants

18 sued herein as DOES 1 through 100, inclusive, and therefore sues these defendants
19 by such fictitious names. Plaintiff is informed and believes that each of the DOE
20 defendants was in some manner legally responsible for the wrongful and unlawful
21 conduct and harm alleged herein. Plaintiff will amend this Complaint to set forth
22 the true names and capacities of these defendants when they have been ascertained,
23 along with appropriate charging allegations.
24

17.

Defendant Google LLC (d/b/a Google) (d/b/a G Suite) and DOES 1

25 through 100 are collectively referred to as Defendants.
26 //
27 //
28 //
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1

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

2

For Money Had and Received

3

18.

Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in

4 this Complaint.
5

19.

As described above, Plaintiff paid to Google and Google retained

6 monies which it would be inequitable for Google to continue to retain.
7

20.

The payment of these excess monies created an indebtedness on the

8 part of Google to Plaintiff.
9

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

10

Quasi-Contract/Unjust Enrichment

11

21.

Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in

12 this Complaint.
13

22.

As described above, Google wrongfully retained, and blocked,

14 obstructed and delayed the timely return of monies owed to Plaintiff and Google has
15 been unjustly enriched at the expense of Plaintiff and other members of the public,
16 thereby creating a quasi-contractual obligation by Google to restore these ill-gotten
17 gains to Plaintiff and other members of the public.
18

23.

As a direct and proximate result of Google’s unjust enrichment,

19 Plaintiff and members of the consuming public are entitled to restitution and/or
20 disgorgement of Google’s profits.
21

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

22

For Violation of California's Unfair Competition Law,

23

California Business & Professions Code § 17200 et seq.

24

24.

Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in

25 this Complaint.
26

25.

“California’s unfair competition law (UCL) (§ 17200 et seq.) defines

27 ‘unfair competition’ to mean and include ‘any unlawful, unfair or fraudulent
28 business act or practice and unfair, deceptive, untrue or misleading advertising and
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1 any act prohibited by [the false advertising law (§ 17500 et seq.)].’” Kasky v. Nike,
2 Inc., 27 Cal.4th 939, 949 (2002).
3

26.

“The UCL’s purpose is to protect both consumers and competitors by

4 promoting fair competition in commercial markets for goods and services.” Kasky,
5 27 Cal.4th at 949.
6

27.

Defendants have violated the UCL in several of the following ways,

7 each of which are independently actionable:
8

Unlawful (Other Violations)

9

28.

Google has violated the UCL by violating other laws including, but not

10 limited to, the following:
11

29.

The first two causes of action herein plead unlawful acts by Google.

12 As such, they satisfy the underlying predicate unlawful conduct.
13

Unfair

14

30.

Google’s conduct is unfair under the UCL because it offends

15 established public policy and/or is immoral, unethical, oppressive, unscrupulous
16 and/or substantially injurious to Plaintiff and members of the consuming public.
17 There is no legitimate utility of Google’s conduct, let alone any that would outweigh
18 the harm to Plaintiff and members of the consuming public.
19

31.

As a result of Google’s conduct, costumers such as Plaintiff have either

20 lost monies or have had the return of their monies delayed and lost the opportunity
21 and income from using their monies elsewhere.
22

32.

Yet, Google has engaged and continues to engage in its conduct in

23 furtherance of its motive to profit on the backs and at the expense of consumers and
24 the consuming public.
25

Fraudulent

26

33.

Google’s conduct is also fraudulent under the UCL because it is likely

27 to deceive reasonable consumers by imposing unnecessary and unjustifiable
28
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1 roadblocks and delays that are attempted to prevent or delay the return of monies
2 owed to customers.
3

Relief Sought

4

34.

As a result of Google’s conduct and violations of the UCL, Plaintiff

5 and members of the consuming public suffered injury in fact and lost money or
6 property. Among other things, Plaintiff did not timely receive his monies, he lost
7 interest, and lost income that could have been made using the monies elsewhere.
8

35.

Google’s conduct is ongoing and, unless restrained, likely to recur.

9

36.

Plaintiff seeks equitable relief requiring Google to restore to Plaintiff

10 the monies owed to him plus interest.
11

37.

Plaintiff also seeks a permanent injunction which, among other things,

12 enjoins Google from imposing unnecessary “roadblocks” to prevent or delay the
13 return of monies owed to Google customers.
14

38.

Plaintiff also seeks reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to, inter alia,

15 Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5.
16

39.

Plaintiff also seeks costs of suit.

17

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

18
19

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for:

20

1.

Permanent injunctive relief which, among other things, enjoins Google

21 from imposing unnecessary “roadblocks” to prevent or delay the return of monies
22 owed to Google customers;
23

2.

Damages and equitable relief requiring Google to restore to Plaintiff

24 the monies owed to him, plus interest, plus compensation for lost use of funds, and
25 lost time and earnings fighting Google for the rightful and timely return of
26 Plaintiff’s monies;
27

3.

Restitution and/or disgorgement of Google’s profits made from

28 Plaintiff, in an amount to be proven at trial;
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1

4.

An order requiring an accounting for, and imposition of a constructive

2 trust upon, all monies received by Google from Plaintiff and other members of the
3 public which were not not timely returned to their rightful owners as a result of the
4 wrongful conduct alleged herein;
5

5.

An award of interest, including pre-judgment and post-judgment

6 interest;
7

6.

An award of costs;

8

7.

Reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to, inter alia, Code of Civil

9 Procedure § 1021.5; and
10

8.

For such other and further relief as the Court may deem proper.

11
12
13 DATED: April 24, 2020

CHANT & COMPANY
A Professional Law Corporation

14
15

By: _______________________
/S/ – Chant Yedalian
Chant Yedalian
Counsel for Plaintiff

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all claims so triable.
DATED: April 24, 2020

CHANT & COMPANY
A Professional Law Corporation

24
25
26

By: _______________________
/S/ – Chant Yedalian
Chant Yedalian
Counsel for Plaintiff

27
28
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